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COMPTROLLER GENERAL. OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

B-164031(1)

To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Ekepresentatives

In this report we assess the Follow Through program
and its national evaluation and suggest ways to improve its
administration. The program is administered by the Office
of Education, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

Because Follow Through is the largest educational re-
search and development program ever undertaken, we have
tried to determine (1) the results of its efforts in iden-
tifying successful approaches to teaching children from
low-income families and (2) its accomplishments in provid-
ing comprehensive services and in involving parents in pro-
gram activities.

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Account-
ing Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and Audit-
ing Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67).

We are sending copies of this report to the Director,
Office of Management and Budget, and to the Secretary of

Health, Education, and Welfare. _
2 41&»{4
£ .

Comptroller General
of the United States



Contents

DIGEST
CHAPTER

1 INTRODUCTION
Program administration
Follow Through as a service program
Follow Through as an experimental pro-
gram
Phaseout of Follow Through
Scope of review

2 FOLLOW THROUGH: AN EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAM
Lessons learned from Follow Through
Experimental program results
Program repllcatlon
Conclusions
Recommendations to the Secretary of HEW
Agency comments

3 NEED TO IMPROVE PROJECT ADMINISTRATION AND
PROGRAM MONITORING

Project administration of service com-
ponents and program requirements
needed improvement

Need for more program guidance

OE changes and our suggestions for more
effective monitoring

Conclusions

Recommendations to the Secretary of HEW-

Agency comments

4 NEED FOR BETTER ADMINISTRATION OF ELIGIBIL-
ITY REQUIREMENTS

Eligibility criteria dlfferences

Adequacy of project eligibility records
and feedback of ellglblllty data to
OE

Waiver of preschool requirement

Conclusions

Recommendations to the Secretary of HEW

Agency comments

APPENDIX

I Letter dated July 28, 1975, from the A351st—
ant Secretary, Comptroller, HEW

Page

[~ VN W ==

16
22
24
26
26

27

27
33

34
38
38
39

41
41

47
48

49

49
49

51



APPENDIX

II

GAO
HEW
LEA

OE

Page

Principal HEW officials responsible for
activities discussed in this report 56

ABEREVIAqung
General Accounting Office
Department of'Health, Education, and Welfare
local educational agency

Office of Education

i
b
&



COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S FOLLOW THROUGH: LESSONS LEARNED

REPORT TO THE CONGRESS FROM ITS EVALUATION AND NEED TO
IMPROVE ITS ADMINISTRATION
Office of Education
Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare

DIGEST

Follow Through is an experimental program
~designed to find more effective approaches
to teaching young children from low-income
families.

Colleges, universities, and private educa-
tional research organizations developed

model approaches to install in classrooms.

The Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare's (HEW's) Office of Education con- ‘
tracted for a national evaluation to assess
effects of the approaches. (See pp. 1 and 4.)

GAO found problems in the initial design and
implementation of Follow Through and a need
to improve program and project administra-
tion.

Accordingly, GAO recommends that the Secre-
tary of HEW direct the Office of Education
to:

--Insure that future experimental programs
are not designed apart from evaluation to
maximize the degree to which experimental
results will be statistically reliable,
(See p. 26.)

--Translate problems encountered during the
Follow Through experiment into criteria
for designing and administering future
experiments, including among other things,
criteria to prevent collecting massive
data on program results before goals and
objectives are properly defined. (See
p. 26.)

--Establish, to the extent practicable, per-
formance standards for each service com-
ponent and require local educational agen-
cies to evaluate their progress toward
meeting these standards. (See p. 38.)
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--Develop and disseminate comprehensive
guidance to the agencies on a recordkeep-
ing system, including type of records
needed to document performance and pro-
vide feedback on program results., (See
p. 39.)

--Develop and disseminate specific guidance
to local educational agencies and consult-
ants on the information that should be in-
cluded in reports to the Office of Educa-
tion and on their format and content.

(See p. 39.)

--Develop, in the early implementation stage
of future experiments, regulations and
guidelines concerning project administra-
tion and monitoring. (See p. 39.)

--Provide guidance to local educational
agencies on the format of eligibility rec-
ords and require them to periodically re-
port actual enrollment data. (See p. 49.)

--Document reasohs for exempting local edu-
cational agencies from program eligibil-
ity requirements. (See p. 49.)

HEW agreed with these recommendations. How-
ever, GAO believes the action taken by HEW
will not fully implement two of its recom-
mendations. (See p. 40.)

Problems and areas needing improvement in-
clude:

--Follow Through planners designed a frame-
work for large-scale experimentation and
evaluation without first defining specific
goals and objectives of the experiment.
(See p. 6.)

--Even though initial results from the re-
vised evaluation show that the approaches
achieved some differences in outcome be-
tween Follow Through and non-Follow-
Through children, problems in the experi-
ment's initial design and implementation
will limit the Office of Education's abil=-
ity to reach statistically reliable con-
clusions as to which approaches are suc-
cessful. (See pp. 16 and 19.)
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--Although the ultimate intention is to
disseminate and encourage use of Follow
Through approaches that prove successful,
the Office of Education has not yet devel-
oped appropriate plans to accomplish this.
(See pp. 22 and 24.)

~--Noninstructional services needed to be in-
creased and made more uniform. (See
pp. 27 and 33.)

--The Office of Education has not (1) estab-
lished performance standards for each
service component, (2) provided guidance
on the type of records needed to document
project performance, or (3) required gran-
tees to formally evaluate their projects.
(See pp. 31 and 33.,)

--The Office of Education's monitoring re-
ports on Follow Through projects did not
specify program weaknesses with their
probable causes and corrective actions
needed. (See pp. 35 and 36.)

-~-The Office of Education did not have ade-
quate control over project compliance with
eligibility requirements. (See pp. 41,
47, and 48.)
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Follow Through is a program for children in kindergarten
through the third grade designed primarily to build upon
gains made by children from low-income families previously
enrolled in Head Start or similar preschool programs.l/ Fol-
low Through was authorized in 1967 under title II of the
Economic Opportunlty Act of 1964, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2809),
as a service program. It uses school, community, and family
resources in meeting the educational, phy51cal, psychological,
and social needs of children. The program's major emphasis,
however, has been on assessing the effectiveness of dif-
ferent approaches for educating young children from low=-income
families. It is the largest educational research and devel-
opment program ever undertaken, according to OE.

This report includes information on (1) the design of
Follow Through as an experiment and OE's efforts to evaluate
the results of the program and disseminate information on
successful Follow Through approaches, (2) project administra-
tion, including the delivery of noninstructional services
and project compliance with funding requirements, and (3) the
eligibility characteristics of the children enrolled in the
nine projects reviewed.

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

In a June 1967 memorandum of understanding, rev1sed in
May 1969, the Director, Office of Economic Opportunity, del-
egated responsibility for administering Follow Through to
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW). The
Secretary assigned responsibility for the prodram to OE,
which issued regulations on funding and developed a draft.
program manual. In March 1974 OE published proposed regula-
tions covering all Follow Through operations. Final regula- .
tions were issued on April 21, 1975, and. became effective
on June 5, 1975.

OE asked State educational agencies and State economic
opportunlty offices to nominate communities to part1c1pate
in Follow Through. OE then invited several nominated com-
munities to submit project applications for funds and,

1/According to the Office of Education (OE), a similar pre-
school program is one that offers the full range of com-
prehensive services that Head Start offers; that is, in-
structional, medical, dental, psychological, nutritional,
and social services. '



on the basis of these applications, selected communities--
primarily local educational agencies (LEAs)--to participate.
The LEAs began their projects in the first grade of school
(either kindergarten or first grade) and added a new grade
each vear thereafter through third grade.

OE awards l-year grants directly to LEAs and requires
them to supplement the grants with local funds or noncash
contributions. The local, or non-Federal, share ranges from
14 to 25 percent of the amount of the Follow Through grant.
At the time of our sitework, LEAs were also required to
supplement their grants with a portion of the funds they
received under the Federal program of aid to educationally
deprived children-~title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965, as amended (20 U.S.C. 24la). The
title I contribution had to be at least 15 percent of the
combined Follow Through and title I funds, except that
no LEA was required to contribute more than 10 percent
of its total title I allocation to Follow Through.

To receive Federal funds, .LEAs are obligated to meet
the requirements in the project application, including the
grant terms and conditions; the memorandum of understanding;
and the draft program manual. Each LEA has a coordinateor
or director responsible for overall project management in
accordance with the above requirements.

The following table, prepared from OE statistics,
summarizes Follow Through operations from inception through
school year 1973-74.

Children enrolled

Federal funds from low-income
School year available Projects families (note a)
(millions)

1967-68 $ 3.75 39 2,900
1968-69 11.25 103 15,500
1969-70 32.00 161 37,000
1970-71 70.30 178 60,200
1971-72 69.00 178 : 78,170
1972-73 63.06 173 84,000
1973-74 50.62 170 ‘ 78,000

E/OE does not collect information on the number of children
enrolled from non-low-income families.



FOLLOW THROUGH AS A SERVICE PROGRAM

Head Start, also authorized by the Economic Opportunity
Act, is a comprehensive program that provides to preschool
poverty children educational, medical, dental, psychological,
nutritional, and social services. In addition, each Head
Start project promotes parent and community involvement in
‘projects and provides staff training and development. Because
early Head Start evaluations indicated that program benefits
were soon dissipated if not reinforced in the regular school
system, the Congress created Follow Through to sustain and
expand the gains of Head Start graduates. Therefore, the
program was designed to provide the same kinds of services
~and activities as Head Start.

The size of Follow Through never reached the proportions
intended. An appropriation of $120 million was requested
for the first year of the program, and OE envisioned increas-
ingly greater amounts for later years. To accomplish the
program's objective, significant funding was considered K
necessary because, durlng the fiscal year before creation of
Follow Through, Head Start had served about 215,000 children
in its full-year program and 466,000 children in its summer
program at an annual cost of about $316 million.

The first appropriation for Follow Through was $15 mil-
lion and was to cover 2 years of operation. Because this
amount would serve only a fraction of the eligible preschool
children, the program's emphasis was changed during school year
1967-68 from a service program to an experimental program.

FOLLOW THROUGH AS AN EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAM

- The purpose of Follow Through as an experlmental program,
referred to by OE as "planned variation," is to develop and
validate different approaches to educating young children from
low-income families. To implement the change, OE initially
identified 14 approaches for use by LEAs. Starting with school
year 1968-69, OE required LEAs entering the program to select
and implement 1 of the 14 approaches. LEAs that had entered
the program in 1967 were encouraged, but not required,
select one of the approaches.

During school year 1973-74, 22 approaches were being
implemented in Follow Through projects throughout the Nation.
They generally conformed to one of the following groups:

(1) highly structured projects emphasizing academic skills

in reading and arithmetic, (2) projects emphasizing emotional-
social development and encouraging exploration and discovery
in academic areas, (3) projects stressing cognitive thinking
through asking and answering questions, problem solving, and
creative writing, and (4) projects focusing on preparing



parents to improve the education and development of their
children.

The approaches were developed primarily by colleges, uni-
versities, and private educational research organizations.
These institutions, referred to as sponsors, contracted with
OE and LEAs to provide curriculum materials, teacher training,
and other assistance needed to install the approaches in the
classrooms. OE provides basic sponsor support through grants.
In June 1968, it contracted with a firm to assess the effects
of the approaches at various locations.

None of the noninstructional services were eliminated
when the program's emphasis changed from service to experimental.
Thus, Follow Through became an experimental program in a service
setting.

PHASEOUT OF FOLLOW THROUGH

Until the spring of 1972, OE's plan was to widely dissemin-
ate information about successful Follow Through approaches. \
One important long-range objective under consideration was to
incorporate the Follow Through concept and design into the
operation of programs under title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act.

In May 1972, however, OE changed these plans and de-
cided to phase out the program. To accomplish this, OE
had planned to drop one grade each year, starting with
kindergarten at the beginning of school year 1974-75 and
ending with the third grade upon the completion of school
year 1976-77. However, the appropriation for fiscal year
1975 included funds for a kindergarten class to start
during school year 1974-75 and, according to OE, the Congress
also plans to appropriate an amount for fiscal year 1976
that will include funds for a kindergarten class for school
year 1975-76. Therefore, the phaseout strategy for the pro-
gram has not yet been resolved.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

Qur review was made at OE headquarters in Washington,
D.C., and at nine selected project sites, one each in Alabama,
Arkansas, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Mississippi, Montana,
Texas, and Utah. We reviewed the legislative history of
Follow Through, OE policies and procedures, pro:ect appli~
cations, and other related documents. We also reviewed the
initial results of a national evaluation of Follow Through and
interviewed Federal, State, and local officials responsible
for administering and operating Follow Through. In addition,
we observed classroom activities and interviewed selected
teachers and parents of Follow Through enrollees.



Our review at the project sites covered school years
1970-71 and 1971-72. Projects reviewed included: (1) proj-
ects with at least 2 years of operating experience and
(2) projects representing a variety of model approaches.

We also considered a project's size and whether it was urban
or rural. We believe that the problems noted are shared by
many projects. Our findings and conclusions should not,

however, be interpreted as necessarily being typical of all

Follow Through projects.



CHAPTER 2

FOLLOW THROUGH: AN EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAM

Follow Through represents a unique attempt to better
the lives of children from low-income families through
imaginative, instructional approaches and a comprehensive
program of health and social services and parent activities,
School year 1973-74 represents the program's seventh complete
year of operation and the sixth year of a national evaluation
of the program. Although the evaluation was substantially
revised during the fourth year of the experiment, problems
in both initial design and implementation of the experiment
will, in the final analysis, limit OE's ability to reach
statistically reliable conclusions as to which sponsor ap-
proaches are successful for teaching young disadvantaged
children. These problems, which we believe cannot practi-
cably be overcome, include

~-lack of random assignment of LEAs to sponsors‘and
--lack of comparable control groups.

These problems, plus the OE contractor's reservations
concerning design and measurement problems, raise questions
about the experiment's dependability to judge the model ap-~
proaches. However, OE can capitalize on this experience
as lessons learned for future experiments.

Nevertheless, initial results from the revised evalua-
tion show that, on the basis of eight criterion measures,
sponsors have achieved some differences in outcome between
Follow Through and non-Follow-=Through children. Aafter com~
pletion of the evaluation, OE wants to disseminate and en-
courage the use of approaches found to be successful. How-
ever, OE has not yet developed plans to accomplish this.

LESSONS LEARNED FROM FOLLOW THROUGH

During its early years the national evaluation of Follow
Through was strongly criticized by parties both in and out-
side the Federal Government because it lacked a well-defined
plan. This criticism resulted in a substantial reorganiza-
tion of the evaluation during school year 1971-72. Although
a new evaluation strategy with specified objectives emerged
from the reorganization, its overall effectiveness will be
limited because of problems in both the initial design and
implementation of the experiment.



Follow Through was, however, a unique experiment
involving the evaluation of a three-way partnership among
the school, the sponsor, and the home. Because OE lacked ex-
perience in organizing such a program, it may not have rec-
ognized the consequences of early decisions affecting the
program's design and implementation. The purpose of this
section, therefore, is to recall the events of the national
evaluation which led to its reorcanization and to suggest
ways to prevent similar happenings.

History and development of
the national evaluation

In the summer of 1968 OE awarded a $900,000 contract
to Stanford Research Institute, Menlo Park, California, to
make a national evaluation of Follow Through. According to
the contract, the Institute's main tasks were to describe
the various model approaches, collect data, and shape and
define an evaluation strategy. The primary purpose for the
evaluation, as stated in the Institute's proposal, was to
provide guidance on program development.

The Institute's proposal for the second evaluation year
(school year 1969-70) was approved on June 25, 1969, for
about $2,150,000 and was basically an extension of the first
proposal in that it called for additional data collection
and further development of the evaluation plan. This pro-
posal, prepared before the data collected in school year
1968-69 had been fully analyzed, identified to some extent
the emerging evaluation strategy. This Institute's plan was
to measure changes in pupil growth and achievement and parent
attitudes at successive times, using various tests and other
evaluation instruments, and to compare these results with
those obtained on a comparable group of non-Follow-Through
children.

The majority of the funds was devoted to data collecting
and processing for the large number of project locations OE
wanted included in the evaluation. During the 1969-70 school
year, the Institute reported on the analysis of the data it
had collected at 53 projects in school year 1968-69 on about
8,100 children tested in the fall and spring. 1In the analysis
report, dated December 1969, no findings were provided for
individual sponsors. Due to the developmental nature of the
models at the time of data collection and to late administra-
tion of the pretest, OE decided to focus attention on later
entering classes of children, called cohorts, the first being
the group that entered Follow Through in the fall of 1969.
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In fact, there seems to be some hesitancy to
evaluate--in.either a comparative sense--that is to
compare project against project or to evaluate
against specific goals."

OE approved the Institute's proposal for the third
year of the evaluation on June 29, 1970, raising the total
cost of the evaluation to about $7 million. According to
this proposal, the Institute's main task was to develop in-
formation useful in judging the extent to which projects
were producing change in the students and communities. To
accomplish this task, the Institute planned to test, during
the fall and spring of school year 1970-71, about 61,400
children at 107 projects representing 21 sponsors. The In-
stitute's proposal stated that comparisons among model ap-
proaches must be made, but not until each approach had been
operating at least 2 years in the manner the sponsor intended.

During school year 1970-71, OE recognized the need for
greater specificity in the evaluation. As part of a previous
and separate review of OE's administration of study and
evaluation contracts, 1/ we requested OE to examine the In-
stitute's performance under the contract. An OE official and
a consultant performed the work, and OE wrote us on Novem-
ber 4, 1970, that:

“k * ¥ in the absence of any detailed statement of
work * * *, it will be impossible to determine whether
the contractor is actually doing the job which he

is supposed to do. Apparently several millions of

1/The results of this review are contalned in our report to
the Congress entitled "Need for Improving the Administra-
tion of Study and Evaluation Contracts, B-164031(1),
August 16, 1971."

























































































































































